PATENT COOPERATION TREATY 



From the 

INTERNATIONAL PRELIMINARY EXAMININ G AUTHORITY 

I To: j 

KENNETH M MASSARONI j 

SCIENTIFIC- ATLANTA. INC, ! 

I NT BLLECTU A L PROPERTY DEPARTMENT j 

5030 SUGAR LOAF PARKWAY j 

LAWRENCEVILLE. OA 30044 ! 

I 

j 
i 




WRITTEN OPINION 
(PCT Rule 66) 



j Applicant's or agent's file reference 
j 

' P -701 3- PC 

Inieniational implication No 

PCT/US02/28212 



i 

— 1 


Date of Mailing 
(day /month/year) 




REPLY DUE 



1 imeniafional Idling date (day/month/year} 
! 05 September 2002 (05.09.2002) 



open 

within 2 months/days from 
le above date of mailing 
Priority dine {daymonlh/year) 

06 September 2001 <06. 09,2001} 



International Paient Oassift.ciifckin (IPC) or both national classification and IPC 
IPO?;. H04N 7/173 and US CL: 725/3 



Applied. 

SCIEN TIFIC A TL ANT A , f NC . 



3 . This written opinion is the fet___<nrst:, etc,} drawn by this Internatioiial PreUnunary Examining Authority 
2. This opinion contains indications relating to the following items: 
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Basis of the opinion 
Priority 

Non-estabiisisment of opinion, with regard to novelty, inventive step and industrial applicabiJity 



IV [^j lack of unity of invention 
V 



VI 

vi r 

VIII 



Reasoned .statement under Ruie 66.2 (a)(ii> with regard to novelty, inventive siep or industrial applicability; 
citations and explanations siipporting such statement 

Certain documents cited 

Certain defects in the international application 

Certain observations on ?he international application 



The applicant Is liereby invited to reply to this opinion. 

When? See the ihne iimii indicated above. T^e--ea^>iicfi^:i:T:ay;-4^ 

£bi^ Au*he >fity -t^-gr-aut -an- ^£*tsiesa : - -See -? uie- -66-2^d-j- - 

By subntitting a written reply, aeeornpanied. where appropriate, by amendments, according to Rule 66,3. 
For the form and die language of the amendments, see Rules 66.8 and 66.9, 

For an additions opportunity io submit amendments, see Ruie 66.4. 
For she examiner's obligation to consider amendments and/ or arguments, see Rule 66.4 bis. 
For an informal comnxunication with die examiner* see Rule 66.6 

If no reply is filed, the international preiintmary examination report wili he established on the basis of ihis opinion. 

The final, (late by which the international preliminary 

examination report must be established according to Rule 69.2 is: 06 January 2604 (06.01 .2004} 
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WRITTEN OPINION 



j infermuan;:! application Nc 
i PCT/US02/2S2;2 



L Basis of (.he opinion 

i . With regard to ihe dements of die international application:* 

[Xj the international application as originally tiled 

[X] the description: 

pages l;- 24 . as originally filed 

pages NON E , tiled with the demand 

pages NONE , tiled with the letter of 

tX] the claims: 

pages 25-33 . as originally filed 

pages NONE , as amended (together with any statement) under Ax tide 19 

pages NONE , filed with the demand 

pages NONE , filed with, the letter of 

[XJ drawings: 

pages i - 17 , as originally filed 
pages NONE , filed with ihe demand 

pages NONE , filed with the letter of 



the sequence listing part of the description: 
pages NONE , as originally filed 

pages NONE , filed with the demand 

pages NONE , filed with the letter of 



With regard to the language, ail the elements marked above were available or famished to this Authority in tb 
language in which the iniernationai application was filed, unless otherwise indicated under this item. * 
These elements were available or furnished to this Authority in the following language which is: 

| j the language of a translation furm&hed for the purposes of international search (under Rule23. 1(h)). 
{_| the language of publication of die international application (under Rule 48.3(b)}. 

[_J the language of the translation furnished for the purposes of international preliminary exatnmation(uxider Rules 
55.2 and/or 55.3). 

With regard to any nucleoside and' or amino acid sequence disclosed in the international application, the written 
opinion was drawn on die basis of the sequence listing: 

| | contained in the international application in printed form. 

j [____] filed togetiier with the international application it] computer rea Me Form. 
! lZI furnished subsequently to this Authority in written form, 

'{'"'} furnished subsequently to this Authority in computer readable form. 

LZI statement that the subsequently furnished written sequence listing does not go beyond the disclosure in the 
international application as tiled has been furnished. 

The statement that iht mfoanauon recorded ui computet readable form is identical to the written sequence listing 
has been furnished . 

The amendments iiave lesulted in the cancellation of: 

[""J the description, pages NONE 

she claims, Nos. NONE 

the oVawuxgs. sheets/-lig NONE 



5. ! ! Tins opinion has been drawn as if (some oft the amendments had not been made, since Lhev have beer* consider ed to no 
beyond the disclosure as filed, as indicated in ihe Supplemental Box (Rule 70 ?.(ci). 

* Repiacemerii sheets which huve iyeen famished to the receiving Office in response k? an invitation tinder Article 14 we referred lo in 
this opinion as "originally filed. " 
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Supplement^} Box 

(To be used when [he space in any of me preceding boxes is not sufficient.* 



TIME LIMIT: 

The time limit so:, for response te; a Written Opinion may not be extended, 37 CFR 1.484(d). Any response received after the 
expiration of me time limit set in the Written Opinion svill not be considered in preparing the International Preliminary Examination 
Resort 



V,l, R&sstined Statements; 

The opinion as to Novelty was positive (Yesjvvith respect to claims 3-13, 18-30, 33. 35-36, 41-59, 6.1, 64, 66-67, 73-89 \ 

The opinion as Novelty was negative (No) with respect io claims 1-4, 14-17, 31 , 32, 34, 37-40, 60, 62, 63, 65, and 68-72 j 

The opinion as to Inventive Step was positive (Yes)wiih respect i.o claims NONE I 

The opinion as to Inventive Step was liegative(NO) with respect to claims 1-89 I 

The opinion as to Industrial Applicability was positive ('YES; with respect to claims 1-S9 j 

Tlse opinion as to Industrial Applicability was negahve(NO) with respect to claims NONE \ 

V, 2, Citations and Explanations: j 

Claims 1-4, 14-17, 3i, 32. 34, 37-40, 60, 62, 63, 65, and 6S-72 lack noveity under PCT Article 33(2) as being anticipated by U.S. j 

Patent 6. 1 57,377 to Sijah--NazarofT ei. ai. (ShahrNazaroiY). j 

i 

Regarding claims 1-4, 34, 40, 60, 65, 71, and 72, Sliah-Nazaroff teaches a system that enables users »> receive enhancements (such as j 

upgraded audio and video) to view on demand (which reads on Video-On- Demand) (see col. 2< 11, 25-3B)< while charging ihe user for | 

die service (in this case video on demand -VOD) along with die charging an additional fee for the enhancement, as shown in figures j 

4-5. Further Shah-Nazaroff teaches displaying the service;; and enhancements on a single screen wherein die user input wonid he j 

- ?cei ve d pr it • t o the st ar t of the ser v ice . ; 

Regarding claims 14-17, Shah- Nazaroff teaches a plurality of service enhancements such as picture quality and audio quality, (fig. .5. \ 

eoh 6, U. 16-40). I 

Regarding claims 3 1 , 32, 62. and 63, Shah-Nazaroff teaches client .systems (fig. f.) that is located at tiie customer premise and has a | 

storage device (fig. 6. col. 6. h. 49-6 ii. j 

Regarding claims 37-39, and 68-70, Shah- NazarolT teaches a display device such as a television (fjg. 6, label 602) > and a remote j 

control for user input (col. 7, \\ 14- 19) ; 



Claims 3-13, 1 8- 30, 33, 35-36, 41 59, 61, 64, 66-67, and 73-89 lack an inventive step under PCT .Article 33(3) as being obvious over \ 

U.S. Patent 6, 157,377 to Shah-Nazavoff ei al. (S&m-Na^arofi). j 

Regarding claims 5- 6, 35-36. and 66-67. Shah-Nazaroff is silent on receiving the second user input after the surt of or during the I 

television service, Providing enhancements alter tlte start of or during the television service is weli known in the art. Accordingly, it j 

lacks an inventive step to provide c-nijaneetnents after the start of a television service or dur ing the television service in order to enable I 

the use; to customize the nroerarntnina on die flv there bv creatine a «wve user friendiv sv^tem. j 

Regarding claim 7, Shah-NazarorT teaches blanket upgrades (col. 4-5, 11. 6 1-3) bur is silent on identifying the cjpiion as previously j 

selected, identifying previsouly selected option:-; is well known in the art Therefore, it. lacks an inventive step io identity previously ! 

selected options in order to provide active feedback of selected options thereby facilitating the user hi the selection process. | 
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Strppfornrnfal Box 

(To be used when die space in any of the preceding boxes is not sufficient; 

Regarding ciairns 8-9. Shah- Naza; off te-n.hes a plurality of options (Tig. 5), but is silent on displaying d;c selected options with an icon 
or a background color. Use of icons and background colors are well kno\sTi in the art. Accordingly, ii lacks an inventive step to use 
icons or background colors in order to indicate selections. 

Regarding claim 10, Shah--NazaroxY teaches a processing server (310) which indexes the information (col. 4< U. 26- 32), hut is silent on 
optioas configured by a system operator. System operators are well known in the art. Accordingly, ii lacks an inventive stop to have 
a system operator to configure die options of Sbah-Nazaroff in order to further customize ihe system. 

Regarding claims Ji-!3. Shah-NazaroiT teaches using a single- screen (tig. 5), but is silent on multiple screen. Changing, she number 
of" screen lacks ;m inventive step, therein one would be motivated to make the elsanges in order to increase the usability of the 
system. 

Regarding claims 1 8-2?.. Shall- Nazai off is silent on service enhancements based on number of times requested, subscription for 
enharcerneiMj?, frequency of enhancements, usage perk-d t or .length of time the enhancement is made available. Each of these 
variations is well kTiown in she ar- Therefore, ii lacks an inventive step to provide a variety of service enhancement for billing 
purposes in order :o entice me user to use the enhancements. 

Regarding ciairns 23- 24 and 61 , Shah-Nazaroff is silent on ;i second application for ihe enhancements. Using a second application for 
additional or supplemental services is well known in the art. Therefore, it Jacks an inventive step to use smother application such as a 
child application in order io reduce the overall size of the parent application while simultaneously enabling upgrades to ihe software 
wi ih tli f fcrent module s . 

Regarding claims 25-30, Siiah-Nazaroff is silent on using a comparability identifier. Use of n compatibility identifiers (such as 
HANDLE, or pointers) are well known in die art. Further, identifying a compatibility group, parent application, use of fields or 
words are ail well known in die art. Accordingly, it lacks an inventive s-ep io use of a compatibility identifiers, identifying a 
compatibility group, parent application, or use of fields or words in or-.ier to efficiently determining die child application and inaintain 
data integrity. 

Regarding claims 33 and 64, Shah-Nazaroff is silent on a second application downloaded only if the firs- application is stored. j 
Downloading applications comingent upon another application is well known in the art. Therefore, it lacks an inventive step to j 
do\vnload a second application when the first application is .stored. I 

Regarding claims 41- 43, 46, 4S-59, 73, 74, 77, and 79-89, Stiah-Nazaroff is silent on user selected language, trick mode, rental j 

extensions, pop -up consments, construct a shopping list, parental control, indexed VOD hues, search and preview VOD titles and j 

television programs, IPG. IPG providing currently tuned channels and time listings, received previously and future broadcasted j 

programs, and configure the IPG , All of these features are well known. Accordingly, it lacks an inventive step io modify Shall- I 

Nazaroff with these features in order to aid ihe user in selecting and navigation of programming of programming while simultaneously j 

providing additional features and increasing the usability. ' I 

Regarding claims 44-43, 47, 75-76, and 7%, Shah-Nazaroff teaches enhanced resolution and recording the presentations (col. U. 39- | 
52, fig. 5, col 6, U. 22 30) Shah-Nazaroff teaches a list of VOD programs, which equates to a VOD catalog. j 



Ec-rrn PCT/i PEA/403 (Supplemental Box) cJuiy 1998) 



